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The U.S. Fish ~nd Wildlife Service (lJSI'WS), Leavenworth National fish Hat.chcry (J,NflH) b.as 
reviewed the Preliminary OraftNPDES PcrmilNo. WJ\0001902 and its' associated t'uct Sheet. 
UolotlUllalely an extensive review to allow for more suhstnntive comments could not be accommodated 
through a comment review period ilia I occun-..<.1 during tl1e Ch1istm11S and New Year time period and 
during end of the year ohligations. I ,NI'JI's comments 011 both documents arc allached artd fa.ll into Lhr~e 
general categories: (I) clarifications and/or corrections needed, (2) temperature anrltotal pllospho111s, and 
(3) compliance schedule. If further information is nc:cdcd, please conlac( MaleMa Cappellini, 
.Environmental Compliance Biologi~1 at !"Pienna cappellini@fws.gov or (509) 548-7641. 
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P1·eliminary Draft Nl'DI!:S Pel'JDit No. WA0001902: 

pg. 4, Schedule of Submissions, 112: The annual report due date of January 201
h docs not allow 

for the LNFH to ontain the most rcet-"nl water quality monitoring results from lahoratorics and/or 
contractors and i! also does not allow for the synthesis and analysis of all water quality 
monitoring dming the year. LNFH f(XJuesls !hal this due date be changed to March 1st. 

pg. 4, Schedule of Submissions, 113: The "90 days after the effective date of the Final Penuit" for 
the Quality Assurance l'lan (QA I') is not a sufficient amount of time for the LN FH to go tl1rough 
the federal contracting process, hire a contractor, receive and review a draft QAP, and 11nalize a 
QAP. LNFil requests that this due dllte be changed to 120 day~. 

P.&, .• 4. Schedule of Submissions, 114: The "90 days after the effective date of the Pinal Permit" for 
the Best Management Practices (BMPs) is not a sufficient amount of time for the LNJ.'H to go 
through the li~deral contracting proces~, hire a contractor, receive and review draft BMPs, and 
finalize the BMPs. This t!lsk will most likely be com binet.l with #3 above. I ,NPH request~ !hat 
this due date be changed to 120 days. 

pg.. 4, SchedulcofStthmissions, #13: Soc 112 above. LNFH requests that this due date be changed 
to March ·1 81

• 

pg,_!.,U>.l.: Compliance with water quality monitoring is dependent on mltny lactor~ outside the 
LNI'H's control (i.e. environmental like icing, funding like a federal government shutdown, etc.). 
Contingencies need to he accounted for in the water quality monitoring compliance. For 
example, "If contingencies outside the I.NFH's control prevent them from complying with the 
\Wler 4uality monitoring in thi~ (eport, the r .NPH will COil tact the I J.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and resume monitoring as soon as possible". 

pgs. ll to 9, 1.0.!. Table I (rem perature): The interim temperature limits and the fmal 
temperature limits do not rellect the hcst scientific facts available for Icicle Creek, especially the 
background water quality conditions. Icicle Creek naturally, above all htunan influence, doc.~ not 
meet either the interim or final temperature limits. Consequently, the water withdrawn (LNFH's 
receiving water) from Icicle Creek. by LNFII does not meet either the interim or !ina! 
temperature limits. Additionally, neither of these fiXed limits reflect the "natural conditions" 
language in the temperature TMOL developed hy the Washington Deparunent of Ecology 
(Ecology). "Ternperature ~ball not exceed 16.0°C (lreshwateJ') or 13.0°C (marine water), no 
temperature increases will be allowed which will ruise the receiving water teJnperature by greater 
than 0.3°C (WAC 173-20 IA-030(1 )(c)(iv)))". Ecology fmther states that during critical periods, 
natural conditions may exceed the numeric temperature criteria mandated by the water qu<Jlity 
standards. In these case.~, the antidcgradation provisions of those standards apply. "Whenever the 
natur.d conditions of said waters are of lower quality !han !he criteria a.~signed, the natural 
conditions shall con~titute the wuler qU<tlity ~;riletia (WAC 173-201 A-070(2))." If LNFH's 
discharges were held to a non-fixed limit of not increasing the temperutm-e of the receiving 
waters by more than 0.3°C, the limit would be scientifically and realistically valid lUld could be 
mel hy the LNFH. 
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pg. 9, I.O.l. Table 1 {Total Phosphorus): Similar to the temperamre limits ahove, the fixed total 
pho~phorus limits do not relle<..1: lhe best scienti fie lacts available fnr Icicle Creek, especially the 
background water quality conditions. The wllter witlulrawn (lN.FH's receiving water) from 
Icicle Creek by LNJ:H docs not meet the total phosphorus limits. The LNFII ~hould not be 
required to remove naturally occur.ring and point and non-point sources of total phosphorus thlll 
is not allrihutahle It) hatchery operations and it is not realistic or technologically feasible for the 
l .NFH to do so. A new, JJon-Jixed tow I phosphoru.~ limit need~ to he developed that reflects the 
water quality background of the water withdrawn fium Icicle Creek by LNFH. As LNFH is a 
mitigation facility for Grand Coulee Dam, supports a very important lmd one ol'the last ofils 
kind tribal fishery, and suppot1s a tribal Coho salmon reintroduction progrlUll, a scientifically 
ha<;ed increa.~e in total pho~phnrtl.~, attrihutahle to hatchery operations, above background 
conditions should be considered. 

pg, .~,J.p. ~, .. JaQ.l(;: ,1 ,(J),gk~\lity): Please clarify "cleaning events". Is thi~ a requirement during 
general pond cleaning or docs this follow under "cleaning events include those of the sand 
seUiing basin, the conveyance channel, behind the fish screens, and the pollution 11batemenl 
ponds (Table 5, note #5)". 

pg. 10, LD.2.: Please clarify which outf\11:1 this is referring to, outlall 005,001, and/or 002. 

pg. I 0, 1.0.2 Tahle 2: Include in the water quality requirements an exception for an emergency 
(i.e. complete water loss to the hatchery) fish release. I Jndcr the rare event of an emergency tish 
release, there will not be enough personnel avuilable or time to complete the rcquirod water 
quality monitoring. 

pg. 10, 1.0.2 Table 2 {Flow): lfthis requirement refers to outfall 005, the LNFH may nol be able 
to fullillthi~ requi(eJnent as a variable speed pump is used during fish release to move fish from 
holding areas to Icicle Creek. 

pg.~. l 0 and II, 1.0.2 Table 2 O'cnmerature): The interim temperature limits and the final 
temperatw·e limits do not reflect the best scientific facts available for [cicle Creek, eb-pecially the 
background water quality conditions. Icicle Creek naturally, above all human influence, does not 
meet either lhe interim or Jinultemperattu·e limits, Consequently, the water withdrawn (LN[l[['s 
receiving water) from Icicle Creek by LNFH does not meet either the interim or final 
temperature limits. Additionally, neither of these fixed limits reflect the "natural conditions" 
language in the temperature TMDL developed by the Washinj,>ton Department of Ecology 
(Ecology). "Temperalttre shall not exceed l6.0°C (freshwater) or 13.0°C (marine water), no 
temperature increases will be allowed which 'Will raise the receiving water temperature by greater 
than 0.3°C (WAC 173-201A-030(1)(c)(iv)))". Ecology further states that during critical periods, 
natural conditions may cxcocd the numeric temperature criteria mandated by the water quality 
~tandards. In these cases, the a.ntidegradation provisions of those st!mdards apply. "Whenever the 
natur..tl ennditions of said waters arc of lower quality than the criteria assigned, the natural 
conditions shall con~titute the water quality criteria (WAC !73-20 I A-070(2))." lf LNHI's 
discharges were held to a non-fixed lim11 ol'not increasing the temperature of the receiving 
waters by more than 0.3°C, the limit would be scientilically al)(l realistically valid and could be 
met hy the LNFH. 
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pg. 10. l.D.2 Table 2. Notes #15 and 16: Clarify in detail what these t\>llo statements mean and 
how the requirements are to be followed. 

pg,.ll. I.D.2 Table 2 (Total l'hn~phorus): Similar to the temperature limit.~ above, the fixed total 
phosphnrus limits do not reJlectthe best :~cientiJic lacls availllble Jor Icicle Creek, e:;pedally the 
backbrwuml water quality conditions. The water withdrawn (LNFII's receiving water) from 
Icicle Creek by LNFII does not meet the total phosphorus limits. The LNFH should not be 
required to remove nan1rally occurring, and point and non-point sources of total phosphorus that 
is not auributahle to hatchery operations and it is not realistic or technologically feasible for the 
I ,NPH to do so. A new, non·f.h.ed towl phosphow~ lirnil needs to be developed that relled~ the 
water quality background ofth.e water withdrawn from Icicle Creek by LNFII. As LNFII is a 
mitigation facility for Grand Coulee Dam, supports a very important a.ud one of the last of its 
kind tribaJ fishery, and supports a tribal Coho salmon reintroduction program, a scientifically 
ba~cd increase in total phosphorus, attributable to hatchery operations, above background 
conditions should be considered. 

pg.s.ll, I.D.2 Table 2 Note #25: This statement needs to be darifi~. LNF1I does not feed J.l~h or 
clean rearing ponds during, fish rclca.~c. 

mcy. 12 m1d 13. I.D.3 Table 3 (TemoeT'.tture): The interim temperature limits and the final 
temperature limits do not retlect the best scientili.c i'iu.:ts av<.~ilable ror Icicle Creek, especially the 
background water quality conditions. Icicle Creek naturally, above all human influence, doe~ not 
meet either the interim or final temperature limits. Consequently, the water withdrawn (LNFII's 
receiving water) ITom Icicle Creek hy I.N FH docs not meet either the interim or fmal 
temperature limit~. Additionally, neither nrthese fixed limits reflect the "nantral conditions" 
language in the temperllture TMDL developed by the Washington De£artme11t of Ecology 
(Ecology). "Temperature shall not exceed 16.0°C (freshwater) or 13.0 C (marine water), no 
temperature increases will be allowed which will raise the receiving water temperature by !:,'Teater 
than 0.3°C (WAC 173-201 A-030( l )(c)(iv)))". Ecology further states that during critical periods, 
natural conditions may exceed the numeric temperature criteria mandated by the water quality 
standards. In these Cllses, the antidegtad«tion. provisions of those staruL·wds apply. "Whenever the 
natural conditions of said waters are of lower quality than the criteria a~siJ,,tned, the natural 
conditions shaJI constitute the water quality criteria fW AC 173-201A-070(2))." If LNFII's 
discharges were held to a non-fixed limit of not increasing the temperature of the receiving 
waters by more lhan 0.3°C, the limit would he scientifically and realistically valid and could be 
met by the LNFII. 

pg. 12, l.D.3 l'ablc 3, N~f,l28: Clarify this statement. Does "raceway cleaning event" represent 
multiple ponds? 

pg.l3, l.D.3 Table 3 (Total Phosphorus): Similar to the temperature limits above, the fixed totaJ 
phosphorus limits do not reflect !he best scienlili<.: Jact~ available lor Icicle Creek, especially the 
hackgrolllld water quaJity conditions. The water withdrawn (LNFII's receiving water) irom 
Icicle Creek by LNFH docs not meet the total phosphorus limits. The LNFH should not be 
required to remove naturally occurring and point and non-point sources oftotaJ phosphorus that 
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is nol aUribu~<ible lo haichery operations and it is not realistic or technologically feasible for the 
LNFII to do so. A new, non-[ixtxl total pbosphom~ limit needs to he developed that reflects the 
\vater quality background of the water withdra\\11 from Icicle Creek hy LNI'H. As LNFH is a 
mitigation facility for Grand Coulee Dam, supports a very important and ooe of the last of its 
kind ITihal fishery, and supports a tribal Coho salmon reintroduction program, a ~cientillcally 
based il\Crease in total phosphorll~, attributable to hatchery opcratiollS, above background 
conditions should be considered. 

rg..l3, I.IU Table 3 (Turbidity): Please clarify "cleaning events". ls thi:> a requirement during 
general pond cleaning or docs this follow under "cleaning events indude those of the sand 
settling bl!:siu, the conveyance channel, behind the fish screens, a.nd the pollution abatemenl 
ponds (Table 5, note #5)". 

pg. 14, I.E.: It is stated that "effluent limitations lind moniloring requirements" must he complied 
with "immediately upon the effective date of the Permit". This timeline i~ inconsistent with the 
90 day timeline for a QAP and RMPs. Is LNI'H being requested to begin water qu.alily 
monitoring without a QAP or B~.fl:'s. Additionally this "immediate" timeline does nol allow for 
equipment to he purchased, appropriate luborlltories to be located, pcrsowteJ to be trained, etc. It 
would be more appropriate and scientifically sound if the beginning of the required complilmce 
be eqwll to the submittal date of a final Qi\P and BivlPs. 

pgs. 14 and 15. I.E.4: The aJJnlllll repnrt due date of January 20'1' does not allow :l.or the I.NI-'H to 
ohtain the most recent water quality monitoring re.~ulls Jrom laboratories and/or contractor::> <Uld 
i( also does not allow for the synthesis and analy~is of <~II water quality monitoring during the 
year. LNFH requests that this due date be changed to MlU'Ch 1 ". 

P-&J~.~J.E.S.Table 4 <Task. #l): This work would have to be contracWd out and could not he 
finalized until after the previous year's results are obtained from laboratories and an~lyl.txl.. One 
calendar year after the pc1mit date is not a sullicient amount of time to accomplish this wsk J.Ully 
and t.:orreclly . 

.o&:.J6. l.E.S.Table 4 <T<1sk #2): The timelinc docs not allow for 11 suflicient amounl of time to 
fully or correctly accomplisb. t.hi~ task. 

pg. 17. l.H.S.Tahlc 4 {'l'ask #~ID: Tb.e timeline does J:!Ot allow fnr a sufficient amount oftime for 
a "feasibility" study of this magnitude. 

pg. 17, I.E.?.,Tl!ble 4 (Task #3): This section need~ to he reviewed and rewritten. Although the 
USFWS operates the LNFII, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) is the federal agency 
re~ponsihle for funding the LNFH. Additionally, ted.eral agencies are not guaranteed funding and 
therefore can't commit to funding. Jo'cde.ral funding is dependent on t.:ongressional appropriations. 
The USFWS l NFH t.:an commit to pursuing the ncccssm·y funding to implement facility 
upgrades as applicable. 

pg. 17, I.E.S.Tablc 4_1Iask #3.2): The LNfH cm1 't commit to certifying that funding is in plliCe 
within 5 years for the reasons stated above. Addition~Jly, this timelinc docs not meet the funding 
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cycle l<>r LNFH that is in place. The BOR funds the LNf'H through a five year interagency 
agreement with the USFWS T .eavenworth Fisheries Complex. TI1e cum'>nt interagency 
agreement expires in 2017 and the next agreement will run fi'om 2018 LO 2022. The interagency 
agreement funds standard operation and maintenance l«..1ivities but there is some limited 
potential to fund small improvement projects. For large capital improvement projects, the LNFII 
can request additional funding from the BOR who may have available funding or wlw may need 
to, especially lof multi-million dollar projects, request project specific congressional funding. All 
federal funding is dependent on congressional upproprilltions und is not guaranteed. The l JSFWS 
LNFH can only commit to pursuing the necessary funding to implement fi1cility upl,'T<Ide.s ~ 
applicable. 

pg. !8_ I.E.5.Table 4 (Task #4): TI1is section will need to be reviewed and rewritten. This task is 
dependent on federal fimding that is not guan111teed. This task~ timeline does not take into 
considerations the LNFH's funding cycle or the time required to complete a National 
Environmental l'olicy Act (N EP /\)and other necessary permitting processes. Furthennvre, the 
LNFH i~ rtlquesting that EPA review the proposed, fixed temperature and total phosphorus 
lim.iwtions as they do not rellecl the best scientific facts available for Icicle Creek, cspeci.ally the 
background water quality conditions. These unju.stiJiable ellluent limitations arc the hasis for the 
assumption that LNHI ncods facility upg~'lldes to meet unrealistic goals. No a~ect of facility 
upgrades can hcgin until the need is justifiable basod on the best available ~cience and the 
specillc goaltn he achieved is determined. 

P.g • .!.S, .. tU.,:>.Table 4 (Task #5): See comments f.tlr Tasks 1 through 4 ahove. 

pg. 18, I.K.5_Tahlc 4 (Task 116): i\n explanation of how a compliance timeline ol'9 years and II 
months is compatible 'IVith a 5 year permit expiration date is ne:edod. If a permit expires in live 
years so do the requirements of the permit. ·nlC permit can only require what is feasibly 
achievable within five yellrs or the pennit~ expiration date need~ to he extended. 

pg.. 22, II.B. Table 5 (l'urbidity): A clarification as to which outfhll is being reJetTed to needed. 

pg. 22. II.B. T;~ble 5 (Note 115): A clarification as to which fish screens arc being referred to is 
needed. 

pg.. 23, 111./\..: The "90 days after the effective date of the Final Permit" fttr the Quality 
Assurance !'Jan (Q/\P) is not a sufficient amount of time fur the LNFH to go through the federal 
contracting process, hire a cotllractnr, receive and review a draft QAP, and finalize a QAP. 
LNFI I requests that tllis due date be changed to 120 days. 

pg. 24. 111.~.: The "90 days after the effective date of the Final Pennit" lbt the Best Management 
T'mctices (BMPs) is not a sufficient amount of time for the LNFII to go tlu·ough the lWeral 
contracting process, hire a contractor, receive and review draft DMPs, and fmalize the BMJ>s. 
This task will most likely be combined with #3 above. LNl'H requests that this due date be 
changed to 120 days. 
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pg.. 24, III.B.4.h: The annual report due date of January 20th docs not allow for the LNFII to 
ohtain the most recent water quality monitoring results from laboratories aucl/or contractors and 
it al~o does n.otullow [~1r lhe synthesis and analysis of all water quality monitoring during the 
yellr. LNFH requests tlmt thls due date be changed to March Is'. 

Plt:. 32, IV .1': The annual rcp01t due date of January 20th does not allow tor the LNFH to obtain 
the most recent water quality monitoring results from laboratories a.ud/or contractors and it also 
does not allow lor the synthesis and analysis or all water quality monitoring during the year. 
LNFII requests that this due date be changed to Murch 1st. 

Preliminary Draft NPDES F111:t Sheet f(n·Pcrmit Nl). WA00019tl2: 

PI!. 12. first DarlU.!Iaph: This paragraph needs lobe rew()rded lor accuracy. The I.Nf'H supports 
the Yakama Nation's Coho Salmon Reintroduction Project by providing hatchery facilities for 
part of its expanded Coho salmon production program. Approximately, 800 to 1000 retuming 
adults captured at other locations in the Wenatchee River Watershed are held at the LNFII and 
me spawned between mid-October to mid-November .......... 

t!&· 13. Il.A.: Three of 22 lllrge Fo~ter-Lucas rearing units ru-e u~ed. 

pg. 15, ll.C.: The LNPH no longer needs this discharge point(OutfaU 00:3) permitted. Outfhll 
003 will not be used. 

p_g,..J.<!,J!,f.: This se(.,'tion should be written (change lhe wnse) to re.llectthat this is a proposed 
new outfall which has not been used yet. For eXlUllple, instead of saying ll\allhe Outll1ll 006 "is 
used to keep flow" say the Outfall "wiU be used to" or the "intended use of the OutlUll is". 

og. 16. III. C.: This section ~hould prob<lbly be updated to renect the most recent litigation 
history. 

pg. 20, V ./\.I.e.: 'l11is section needs to include the following language from the tempemlure 
TMDI, developed hy P.cology and should be considered when re-determining effluent 
limitation:s. "Temperature shall not exceed 16.0°C (freshwater) or IJ.OnC (marine water), oo 
temperature increllses will be allowed which will raise the receiving water temperature by greater 
than (l.3nC (W 1\.C 173-201A-030(1Xc)(iv)))". Ecology fUrther states that dtuing critical period~, 
natural conditions may exceed the numeric temperature criteria n111ndated by tl1e water quality 
sl<lnilitrds. In these cases, the antidcgradation provisions of those standards apply. "Whenever the 
naturlll condition~ of said waters are or lnwer quality than the criteria assigned, the natural 
conditions shull co~1itute fu~ water quality criteria (WAC 173-20 l A-070(2))." Additionally, it 
should be noted that Icicle Creek naturally, above all humm1 intluence, does no! meet the fixed 
TMUL. Consequently, the water withdrawn (LNFII's receiving wllter) from [cicle Creek by 
r ,NFH does not meet the fixed TMUL when backgrowl.d conditions are not considered. 
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Jm.. 23, V .13._4~_~1.P..\!I!l.Woh on page: [t should be noted ami taken into consideration that USGS 
gaging station being referred to is also above the water withdrawal lot.:<\lion lor the City of 
Leavenworth and for Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District. 

pg. 24. V .B. 1" paragraph on page; A clarification is needed as to if an "end of pipe" limit Clln be 
changed to a "mixing zone allowance" limit through F.cology's 401 cct1ification process. The 
positive effects of LNFII on the lcicle Creek enviroDJUeut should he accounted for. 

og. 24. V.C.: EPA and Ecology need to reassc.~s the TMJ)Ls developed for lcicle Creek a~ lhe 
best available science was not u~ed in lheir development and natural, background conditions 
were not considered. 

ng. 25, V .C. (Temperature): This section needs to include the following language from the 
tempemlure TMDL developed by Ecology and should be considered when re-determining 
effluent limitations. ''Tempernture shall not exceed lo.0°C (freshwater) or 13.0°C (marine 
water), no temperature increases will be allowed which will raise the receiving water tempemtw-e 
hy greater than 0.3°C (WAC l73-201A-030(1)(c)(iv)))". Ecology further states that during 
~;ritical periods, natural conditions may exceed the numeric temperatw-e criteria mandated hy the 
w~rter qUlllity sumc.lafdS. h1 these cases, the antidcgradation provisions of those standards apply. 
"Whenever the naturul condition~ or said waters are of lower quality than the criteria assigned, 
the natural conditions shall constitute the water qua lily criteria (WAC 173-201A-070(2))." 
Addilinnally, it should be noted that Icicle Creek naturally, ;\hove all human influence, docs not 
meet the (ixeJ TMDI .. Consequently, the water withdrawn (LNFH'~ recdving water) from Lciclc 
Creek by LNFH does no! meet the fixed TMOL when background condition~ are not considered. 

pg. 25, V.C. (Q,Q,.,.P-11 and Tobll Phosphorus): Similar to the temperature limits above, the 
Jlxed total phosphorus limits do not refl.tl\..'t the best scienti fie facts available for lcicle Creek. 
e:;pecially the background water quality conditions. The water withdrawn (I.NI'H's receiving 
water) from Icicle Creek by I.NFH docs not meet the total phosphorus limits. The T .NFH should 
not be required to remove naturally occtUTing and point and non-point sources oftol:!tl 
phosphorus that is not attributable to butchery operations and it is not realistic or technologically 
l'easihle for the LNI'H to do so. A new, non-fixed total phosphorus limit needs to be dcvelopc~d 
that rellects the water quality background of the water withdrawn from Icicle Creek by LNHL 
As LNFH i~ a miligatinn facility for Orand Coulee Dam, supports a w:ry imporumt and one of 
the last of its kiml triballishery, uod supports a tri hal Coho salmon reintroduction progl"'<Un, a 
scientifically based increase in tow! phosphorus, aUrihut.1.hle to hatchery operations, above 
background conditions should be considered. 

pg. 35, Vl.D. ll!Sl ru1mgraph on page: The statement "13ecause much ofthe water in Icicle Creek 
above the LNFII is diverted into lhe Hatchery during the critical warm s1.nmner months, ....... " is 
an incorrect statement. During this time perio<llhe J .N FH is withdrawing less stream flow than it 
is supplementing from Snow and Nada Lakes. Providing supplemental flows of up to 50 cts, to 
elJsure that LNI'H can withdraw its full water right fium Icicle Creek during this time frame, 
benefits the Icicle Creek system hy reducing water temperatures and ino.:reasing now levels when 
stream flows are typically reduced due to upstream irrigation diversions. Irrigation diversions 
can remove 48% and 79% of the mean August and September flows, respectively (Mullan el al. 
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1992). Hrcnnan (193S) reported that sulil!l1cr flows in Icicle Creek in 1937, prior to construction 
of the LNFH, were as low as 20 cf.<~ and that there was uot 100 cfs of stream flow inJcide Creek 
below the water Uiven;ions during the entire irrigation season. Water right-based diversion~ in 
Icicle Creek above the future site ol"the LNPH were established in 1905 (12.4 cfs for the COIC), 
1910 (117 cfs for th.e IPID), !Uld 1912 (3 ds for the City of Leavenworth). The LNFH's water 
usc is determined by the life stage a.ud how many fish are on the sllllion. Agricultural water usc 
is determined by the stage of the crop growing season. Consequently, the LNFH'~ surli1ce water 
witlulmwal need~ llre lhe lowest when agricultural needs peak. However, it is important to 11o!e 
that water in Icicle Creek is over-allolillted. Jf water users maximized their surface water rights, 
the stream flow i.u lcicle Creek would be reduced by 55% in August and 95% in September in a.u 
average \Vater year even with the supplementation by LNFII. 

~: Tempenliure discussim1s need to include comparison.~ with Icicle Creek. stream llows 
above all water withdrawals and in the upper reaches of the creek and with the water quality of 
the water entering the LNFH's surface water delivery system. Also, the interim temperature 
limiiS and the finaltemtx-'mture limits do not reflect the best scienti lie facts available for Icicle 
Creek, e~pecially !he background water quality conditions. lcicle Creek naturally, above all 
human influence, does not meet either the interim or final temperature limits. Consequently, the 
water withdrawn (LNFII's receiving water) l'rnm Icicle Creek by LNFH does not meet eitl1t~r the 
interim or final tempcrarure limits. Additionally, neither or these fixed limits reflect the "nlltllfal 
conditions" language in the temperature TMDL developed by the Wa~hington Ocp1ntment of 
Ecology (Ecology). "Temperature shall not exceed 16.0°C (freshwllier) or 13.0~C (marine water), 
no temperature increl!ses will be allowed which will raise the receiving Wl!ter temperature by 
greater than 0.3°C (WAC 173-20lA-030(1 )~~(iv)))". Ecology further states that during critical 
periods, natural conditions may exceed the num~ic temperature criteria ma.udated by the water 
quality standards. In these cases, the antidegradation provi~ions of those standards apply. 
"\lv'benever the natural conditions of sald waters are of lower quulity than the criteria assigned, 
the natural condilions shall constitute the water quality criteria (WAC 173-201 A-070(2))." ff 
LNFH's discharges were held !o <t non-lixed limit of not increasing the temperature of the 
receiving waters by more than 0.3°C, the limit would be scientifically and realistically valid and 
could he met by the LNFH. 

pg. 40 (Total Pho:;phorus): Similar to the temperature limits above, the Jixed total phosphorus 
limits do not reflect !he best scientilk racts available for Icicle Creek, especilllly !he bacl<g1·ound 
water quality conditions. The water withdrawn (I.NFH's receiving water) from Icicle Creel< by 
l.NFH does not meet the total phosphorus limits. The LNFH should not he required to remove 
naturally occuning and point and non-point sources of total pho~-phoru~ !hal is not attributable to 
hatchery operations and i! is not realistic or tcchnologicaUy feasible for the I .NFH to do so. II. 
new_, 11.0n-ftxed total pho~phont~ limit needs to he developed that reflects the water quality 
background of the water withdruwnJrom Icicle Creek hy LNI'H. As LNFH is a mitigation 
fllcility for (irand Coulee Dam., supports a very important and one of the last of its kind tribal 
lish~y, and supports a tribal Coho salmon reintroduction program, a scientifically 1->ascd increase 
in total phosphorus, aurihutablc to hatchery. operations, above background conditions should be 
considered. 
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P-&..44 (Temperature): The interim temperature limits and the finaltcmpcrantrc limits do not 
reflect the hest scientific tacts available lor Icicle Creek, especially· the background water quality 
conditions. Icicle Creek nattu-ally, above all human inlluence, \loe~ not meet either the interim or 
llnallemper<~ture limit:>. Comequently, the water withdrawn (LNFII's receiving wate1) from 
Icicle Creek by LNFII does not meet either the interim or final temperature limits. Additiomd1y, 
neither of these fixed limits reflect the "natural conditions" language in the temperature '!'MDL 
developed by the Washington Ocpartmcnt of Ecology (Ecology). "Temperature shall not exceed 
16.0°C (freshwater) or l3.0°C (m~1ine wutex), no temperature im .. ·reases will be allowed which 
wiU mise the receiving water temperature by greater than 0.3°C (WAC 173-201A-
030(l)(c)(iv)))". Ecology further states that during critical periods, natural conditions may 
exceed the numeric temperature criteria mandated hy the water quality standards. Jn these cases, 
the antidegradation provisions of those standard~ apply. "Whenever the natural conditions of said 
waters are or lower quality than the criteria assigned, the natural conditions shall constitute the 
water qU{I.lity criteria (WAC 173-201A-070(2))." If LNFII's dischm·ge$ wex-e held to a nun-llxed 
limit of not increasing the temperature of the receiving waters by more th~n 0.3°C, the liroil 
would he scientifically and realistically valid and could be met by the LNFII. 

pg. 44 CTotall'llosphorus): Simillll' lo the lemperalul'e limits abtwe, the fixed total phosphorus 
limits do not reflect the b~i: scientific facts available lor [cide Creek, e~pedally the background 
water quality conditions. The water withdrawn (LNFII's receiving water) from Icicle Creek by 
LN I'H does not meet tl1c total phosjlhorus limits. The LNFH should not be required to remove 
naturally occun-ing and point and non-pt)inl sources of total phosphorus that is not attrihutable to 
hatchery operations and il i:s not realistic or lecl:mologically feasible for the I.NI'H to do so. i\ 
new, non-fixed total phosphorus limit needs to be developed that re.tlecls the water quality 
baekgi'Ound of the water withdrawn from [ciele Creek by LNFI I. As LNFI 1 is a mitig,ltion 
facility for Grand Coulee Dam, suppo1ts a very important and one of the last of it:> kind tribal 
lhhery, and StlppnrL~ a tribal Coho salmon reintroduction program, a scientifically based inereuse 
in tot:nl phosphoru:s, attributable to hatchery operations, above background conditions should be 
considered. 

pg. 45 I '1 full paragraph: It should be noted that in 2010 a second pollution abatement pond was 
completed. The data referred to from 2006to 2011 most likely is not representative of the 
efDuent characleri~tic~ since two abatement pond~ are currently ll~ed. 

pg. 46 bottom and !Ol?..Qf.pg,_4.?.: This p<u-agraph is confusing and needs w be clarified. II seems 
to he stating that comments submitted to EP II. on the Compliance Schedule are irrelevant 
because the Cmnpliance Schedule is finalized by I:' .co logy in the 40 I ccitification process. Also, 
it needs lobe clurilied why the df'.tll NPDES permit documents and the 401 certification 
docwuents did not go out tor public review together. If both penni! processes are so intertwined 
and dependent on each other, it seems to be a disservice to the public to nol combine !hem into 
one comment process. lt will be difficult for the public to be truly informed of what the 
combined outcome ofbnth proces~c.~ will he without them hcing presented together. 

pg. 65 ti.tnelines: TI1.e ti.tnelines tor the QAP <md BMPs development has ;!)ready bt~e11 <uldrcsscd 
elsewhere in LNFII's comments. The timeline is insufficient and needs to be extended from 90 
days to a minimum of 120 days. 
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pgs. JlN.t.s! .. 21, . .!i.,I;~sential Fish Habitat: The determi..nation that "there is no desi~:,tnated F.FH in 
the vicinity of the LNFH discharge" needs to be verified with NOAA Fisheries personnel as it is 
incorrect and actions need to he taken accordingly. 

pg. 74. D. Permit Expirution: An expllumtion of how a compliance timeline of9 years and II 
months is compatible with a 5 yellr permit expiration date is needed. rr a permit expires in llve 
years so do the requirements of the permit. The permit can only require what is feasibly 
achievable within llve years or lhe permits expiration date needs to be extended. 

pi!. 87: The first picture shows the gravity fed flow into the J..NFH's surface water withdrawal 
system. No pumping. 

Il&.Jili: Fish are not relea~ed through Outfall on I. Hsh arc released through Outfall 005. In an 
emergem:y Jhh rdease the adult relum lhh ladder may he tt<:cd as a release point. 
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